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NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY
Economic research into well-being, mental health and job satisfaction has proliferated in recent years in attempts to discover the levels and sources of peoples' general happiness. Most studies deal with self-reported, subjective measures at the individual level. It is argued that such data approximate the theoretical concept of utility and are therefore worthy of investigation. However, it is important to explore how sensitive such measures are to calendar effects, such as day of the week on which an interview takes place. Do employees systematically report being less satisfied in their job at the beginning of the week than at the end of the week? Do they report different levels of mental well-being at the start of the working week than at the end of the week? If so, this has important implications for the accuracy and reliability of such well-being data, and for the conclusions drawn from their analyses. In this paper, we examine the importance of the day of the week on which a survey respondent is interviewed in determining their reported levels of mental well-being and job satisfaction using British panel data for the 1990s. We also highlight other previously ignored determinants of job satisfaction and mental well-being.
Our results confirm that self-reported levels of job satisfaction and levels of mental distress systematically vary according to the day of the week on which respondents are interviewed. These day of interview effects are particularly pronounced for levels of mental distress among women, and emerge even when holding a wide range of individual, household, and job related characteristics constant, and eliminating any unobserved time invariant, individual specific effects. In particular, our results suggest that men and women interviewed on Friday report higher levels of job satisfaction and lower levels of mental stress than those interviewed in the middle of the week. As well as providing important evidence on the psychological well being of individuals and how this varies through the week, these results suggest that any analyses of job satisfaction or subjective well-being which do not explicitly allow for such effects should be treated with caution. While a comparison of our results with previous findings suggests that the main conclusions are robust to the inclusion of the day of interview controls, we highlight other important determinants of job satisfaction and subjective well-being that have not previously been identified in the literature. In particular, our results suggest that over-employment has the largest negative effect on job satisfaction among both male and female workers in Britain, while a deteriorating financial situation has a large negative impact on mental well-being. Therefore financial hardship has both psychological and material consequences for individuals.
Introduction
Psychologists are well aware that people tend to be happier on days when the sun is shining, and in the Spring rather than in the Winter (Schwarz and Clore, 1983; Briere et al, 1983; Smith, 1979) . There is also a large psychiatric literature on Seasonal Affective Disorder, a major depressive disorder with a distinct seasonal nature thought to be related to reduced levels of daylight in winter (Rosenthal et al, 1984; Birtwhistle and Martin, 1999) . This has been found to be a common affliction in general population samples in the US (Rosen et al, 1990) , Wales (Michalak et al, 2001) and Scotland (Eagles et al, 1999) . However, there appear to be few if any previous studies of whether job satisfaction scores or well-being vary systematically on a day-today basis. This issue is of obvious relevance to survey methodologists and statisticians, and has potential implications for the interpretation of previous work that has examined the determinants of happiness.
One difficulty when studying job satisfaction and well-being is obtaining reliable and comparable data. Satisfaction or well-being scores tend to be relative, people compare their present state with different periods in their past life, or with how they see other peoples' lives (Argyle, 1989) . The same amount of happiness or satisfaction may be described differently, and different amounts of happiness or satisfaction may be described by the same score. To overcome these sorts of issues, we use a more objective, questionnaire based measure of well-being derived from the General Health Questionnaire (GHQ). This is a reliable indicator of psychological distress (Argyle, 1989) , and is widely used in the medical literature (Goldberg, 1972; .
Job satisfaction has been shown to be an intrinsic component of subjective well-being (Argyle, 1989) . Job satisfaction is likely to have an impact on worker morale, productivity, absenteeism and job mobility -we would expect workers who are dissatisfied in their jobs to have low morale, low productivity, high absenteeism and higher levels of job turnover. 1 Previous research suggests that job satisfaction scores provide important information about subjective work place experiences (Rose, 1998) . Low job satisfaction scores are correlated with high rates of anxiety and depression (Argyle, 1989) , while Freeman (1978) , Akerlof et al (1988) , Clark et al (1998) and Clark (2001) all find job satisfaction to be related to quits and effort. Mangione and Quinn (1975) and Clegg (1983) report job satisfaction to be negatively correlated with absenteeism and positively correlated with productivity. In this paper a subjective job satisfaction score is analysed. Although in studies using satisfaction scales, few individuals admit to having scores below the scale mid-point (Argyle, 1989) , psychologists have studied self-reported satisfaction measured in this way for many years (see Argyle 1989, and Diener et al 1999 for summaries) .
In this paper we use British panel data to examine the impact of the day on which a survey respondent is interviewed on mental distress and job satisfaction. The use of panel data is important given that "subjective well being research is limited by the almost exclusive reliance on cross-sectional designs with inadequate tests of causal hypotheses" (Diener, 1999: p.277). 2 Results presented here suggest that, even controlling for a wide range of individual and household characteristics, job and employer attributes, and individual specific unobserved effects, large and statistically significant day of interview effects emerge. However, we find that 1 It is questionable whether job satisfaction actually measures interest in the quality of the work experience, or positive involvement with work. People may express satisfaction in their job not because of a sense of positive involvement but because it makes few demands or because they have low expectations (Gallie et al, 1998) . 2 Recent exceptions to this include Clark (2001) , Clark et al (1998; , Gardner and Oswald (1999) and Winkelmann and Winkelmann (1998) . the main conclusions from previous studies of the determinants of job satisfaction and mental well-being are robust to the inclusion of these day of interview controls. Our analysis also highlights other important and previously ignored factors that affect mental well-being and job satisfaction. These include measures of financial well-being and labour supply restrictions.
Data
Our data source is waves 1 to 10 of the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) which provide detailed information on individual, household and job related characteristics on an annual basis from 1991 to 2000. The first wave was designed as a nationally representative random sample of the population of Great Britain living in private households in 1991. These original respondents have been followed and they and any adult co-residents are interviewed at annual intervals. The date of each interview is recorded, allowing the impact of the day of the week on which an interview occurs to be used in analysis. As we expect any day of interview effects to be concentrated among individuals of working age, we restrict analysis to men aged 16-64 and women aged 16-59 inclusive -individuals enter our sample on turning 16 and leave the sample when they reach retirement age.
In the BHPS contact dates are left entirely to the interviewers, who are instructed to make a mixture of calls in the daytime, evening and weekend to try to contact respondents. 3 The day of interview, however, is potentially endogenous. It is possible that workers who are happiest in their work, and who therefore report higher levels of job satisfaction and low levels of mental distress, are unable to be interviewed during the week because of their commitment to their job. This is a problem we address in our multivariate analysis.
As part of the interview, employed respondents are asked to rate satisfaction levels with seven specific facets of their job: promotion prospects, total pay, relations with supervisors, job security, ability to work on their own initiative, the actual work itself and hours of work.
Respondents rank their satisfaction on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 corresponds to 'not satisfied at all' and 7 to 'completely satisfied'. They are then asked a final question: "All things considered, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your present job overall using the same 1-7 score?". It is the answer to this final question that we focus on here - and Clark (1997) suggest that answers to this in 1991 are an accurate reflection of answers to the preceding seven. 4 Although these job satisfaction questions are asked of both employees and the self-employed, we focus only on employees.
Respondents are also asked a series of questions from the General Health Questionnaire (GHQ), which take the following form:
"Have you recently: 1. Been able to concentrate on whatever you are doing?* 2. Lost much sleep over worry? 3. Felt that you are playing a useful part in things?* 4. Felt capable of making decisions about things?* 5. Felt constantly under strain? 6. Felt you couldn't overcome your difficulties? 7. Been able to enjoy your normal day to day activities?* 8. Been able to face up to your problems?* 9. Been feeling unhappy and depressed? 10. Been losing confidence in yourself? 11. Been thinking of yourself as a worthless person? 12. Been feeling reasonably happy all things considered?*" Answers are coded on a four-point scale running from 'Disagree strongly' (coded 0) to `agree strongly' (coded 3 -asterisked questions are coded in reverse), and added together provide a total GHQ level of mental distress ranging from 0 to 36. High scores correspond to low feelings of well-being (high levels of stress/depression), and vice-versa. This approach is sometimes known as a Likert scale -medical opinion is that healthy individuals will score around 10-13. Our analyses of these mental well-being data focus both on all individuals, and on full-time employees only. 3 Interviewers are given call records to help choose the best time to call for households who required six or more calls to make contact at a previous wave. This, on average, accounts for fewer than 4% of households. 4 Rose (1998) finds that the BHPS Wave 1 job satisfaction scores to be considerably higher than those in subsequent waves, and suggests that this may be due to changes in the measurement instrument. Our results are unchanged if Wave 1 data are excluded from the analysis. Table 1 presents the mean job satisfaction scores by year of interview and reveals that on average women have a job satisfaction score 0.31 points (or 6%) higher than men (5.54 compared with 5.23). Clark (1997) reports a similar finding and speculates that this may be caused by different job expectations. 5 The highest mean score for men is 5.31 (in 1997), while the lowest is 5. 16 (in 1994 and 1999) . For women the highest mean score is 5.71 (in 1992) and the lowest 5. 38 (in 1999) . The proportion of individuals who report being completely satisfied in their job (a score of 7) has fallen dramatically over the period. In 1991, 25% of men and 38% of women regarded themselves as completely satisfied in their job. By 2000, this had fallen to just 8% of men and 11% of women. 6 These raw data suggest that, with no controls for compositional changes, employees are becoming unhappier in their work. 7 Table 2 records the mean GHQ scores by year of interview, and shows that on average and at each year, women have higher scores than men indicating greater levels of mental distress. The mean score for women, at 11.83 is 1.47 points (or 14%) higher than that for men. 8 There appears to be little systematic change in GHQ scores through the decade. Table 3 summarises job satisfaction and GHQ scores by day of interview. This shows that 20% of interviews have been conducted on each of Mondays, Tuesdays and Wednesdays, while 13% have been conducted at weekends. Among men, those interviewed on a Monday have the lowest average job satisfaction score at 5.21, while those interviewed on a Sunday have the highest at 5.30. So although this suggests that there is some day of the week effect, variations in the means are small. The same is true among women, for whom those interviewed on a Friday have the highest mean score. A similar picture emerges from the GHQ scores. Men and women interviewed on Saturdays report the least mental distress, although again the differences are small. 9 For a more robust analysis, we turn to multivariate specifications.
Descriptive statistics

Estimation Procedure
Job Satisfaction
The estimation procedure we specify to examine the impact of the day of the week on which the respondent is interviewed has on job satisfaction scores needs to account for the ordered nature of the dependent variable. We therefore estimate ordered probit models, where the dependent variable takes a value between 1 (not satisfied at all) and 7 (completely satisfied). 10 This is modelled as a function of the day of interview and a range of demographic, household and job and employer related characteristics. We benefit from panel data with repeated observations on the same individuals over a ten year period which allow us to take time-invariant individual specific effects into account in our estimation procedure. This will be important if, as we suspect, inherently more motivated and committed workers are more likely to be interviewed at weekends. We therefore estimate random effects ordered probit models as described in Frechette (2001) . Specifically, the latent probability of reporting a job satisfaction score S is:
where * it S is unobserved, it D indicates the day of the week on which the interview occurred, it X is a vector of strictly exogenous individual, household and job and employer related characteristics, and δ and γ are vectors of coefficients to be estimated,
The individual-specific unobservable effect, i v , is treated as random, and
σ and are independent of the it X for all i and t . We observe
This framework has its limitations. It assumes, for example, that the time-invariant unobserved individual specific effect ( i v ) is independent of the observable characteristics ( it it X D , ) for all i and t . This is quite unrealistic in our case as, for example, we expect committed and motivated workers to be more likely to work longer hours, more likely to be interviewed on a weekend and also to be more satisfied in their job. 11 In this case, the estimated coefficients will pick up some of the effects of the unobservable i v , and in particular the impact of being interviewed at the weekend will be positively biased. To avoid this problem, we relax the assumption that i v is independent of the observable time-varying characteristics in it D and it X . Following Chamberlain (1984) , we model the dependence between i v and the observable characteristics by assuming that the regression function of i v is linear in the means of all the time-varying covariates. 12 This can be written:
We also assume that 
11 This problem is highlighted in the raw data, which shows that about one in three respondents interviewed at a weekend in one year are also interviewed at a weekend in the subsequent year. This compares to annual persistence rates in the day of interview of about 25% for those interviewed Monday to Friday. 12 See also Arulampalam et al (2000) , who use a similar technique when investigating unemployment persistence. 13 Note that the coefficients in 2 a corresponding to the time-invariant variables in equation [1] are set equal to zero.
, where we have absorbed the intercept o a into the δ and the γ . This is equivalent to the random effects ordered probit with additional regressors, i D and i X . In this specification, the correlation between two successive error terms for the same individual is a constant given by:
Mental well-being
A potential endogeneity issue also arises in the estimation of the well-being equations. In particular, it can be argued that inherently happier individuals are likely to be busy, either in their work or in their social environment, and are therefore more likely to be interviewed at weekends.
Estimation methods that do not allow for these (time-invariant) unobservable individual traits are likely to result in biased estimates. Again we take advantage of the longitudinal nature of the data to control for time-invariant individual specific unobserved characteristics. We do this by approximating our measure of well being, the GHQ score, to be linear, and estimating the following specification:
, where GHQ it is the reported GHQ score of individual i at time t , it D and it X are as previously defined, i z is a time invariant individual specific error term capturing the effects of unobservable characteristics, it h is the random error term and b and k are coefficient vectors.
In estimating the parameters of interest, it is necessary to take into account the possible correlation between the unobservables and observables as well as the latent time invariant psychological effects which have been found to systematically influence reported well-being (De Neve and Cooper, 1999) . We do this by estimating the model using within-group estimation, which is equivalent to a simple OLS estimation of the model in which variables are defined as deviations from their individual means. Therefore we essentially estimate whether an individual's level of mental distress changes systematically with the day of the week on which an interview occurs, controlling for changes in a wide range of personal, household, family, jobrelated and local labour market characteristics.
This procedure requires respondents to the survey to report at least two GHQ scores, and therefore to be interviewed in the survey at least twice. Such selection can create a non-random sample and ignoring this can result in biased estimates on the variables of interest. We use the standard technique in dealing with this problem, a Heckman (1979) style two-stage procedure.
The first stage is to explain the probability of a respondent being interviewed twice in the survey using a reduced form probit. The second stage involves constructing the inverse Mill's ratio from the residuals from this probit, and using it as an additional regressor in the main equation. The dependent variable in the selection probit takes the value 1 if a respondent is interviewed at least twice in the survey (and reports a valid GHQ score in each). It takes the value 0 if a respondent is not interviewed at least twice (or does not report at least two valid GHQ scores).
Identification restrictions require at least one variable that influences the probability of being in the selected sample but that does not influence GHQ scores conditional on being in the sample.
We use father's employment status and father's occupation when the respondent was aged 14, and the type of school the respondent last attended as identifying variables. They are assumed to influence the probability of responding to the survey in at least two years but not to affect GHQ scores conditional on being in the sample. Other variables, such as age, marital status, the number of children, education level, ethnicity, region of residence, health status, household size and the local unemployment rate are also included in the selection equation, which is estimated separately for men and women. The selection analysis is based on 8744 men and 8602 women of working age. The results, shown in Appendix Table A1 , are not discussed here. Note, however, that the set of identifying variables is jointly significant for both men and women. Although this selection procedure is cross-sectional, we allow for possible time-varying biases by interacting the selection correction term with time dummies in the estimated models. 14 Any time invariant biases due to sample selection are accounted for in the within-groups estimation procedure. Table 4 presents the results of the random effects ordered probit estimation of job satisfaction scores by gender. In these we include the usual set of control variables used in recent job satisfaction regressions. All models were also estimated with the means of the time-varying covariates in the equation to capture any correlation between the observed and unobserved characteristics. We estimate separate specifications for men and women given potentially important differences in, for example, reasons for working, attitudes to work and sources of job satisfaction, and for all workers and full-time workers only. The proportion of the variance explained by unobserved individual heterogeneity, ρ , varies from 0.37 for women to 0.42 for men working full-time. Therefore 40% of the total variance in job satisfaction can be attributed to the time invariant, individual specific unobserved term. 15 The covariates in Table 4 focus on the impact on job satisfaction scores of being interviewed on a Monday, Friday, Saturday or Sunday relative to Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday. This allows us to test the null hypothesis that job satisfaction scores vary systematically according to the day of the week on which the respondent is interviewed.
Estimation results
Job Satisfaction
The first column of Table 4 shows that among all employees, those interviewed on Friday or Saturday report significantly higher job satisfaction scores than those interviewed mid-week, all Among women, the coefficient on the Friday indicator is positive and well determined among all female employees, but is particularly large among women working full-time. Similarly, the coefficient for being interviewed on Saturday is positive and statistically significant among women working full-time. This coefficient is sufficiently large to cancel the negative impact of, for example, being in temporary employment. However, our results suggest that female employees who are interviewed on Sunday report lower job satisfaction scores than those interviewed mid-week. The coefficient is negative and well-determined. Furthermore, this is not apparent among female full-time employees, suggesting that it is part-time workers who are driving this result.
Therefore our results suggest that job satisfaction scores are influenced by the day of the week on which respondents are interviewed. Although Mondays are not associated with lower reported job satisfaction than other days of the week, Fridays and Saturdays are associated with higher job satisfaction scores among both men and women, while Sundays are associated with lower job satisfaction among women working part-time. Workers appear to feel more satisfied with their jobs when asked at the end of the week. If worker morale and satisfaction with the job influences productivity, we might expect to see some correlation between job satisfaction scores and worker output. Studies of productivity however, suggest that daily output reaches a peak in mid-week and tails off towards the weekend (see Oi, 2001 , for a summary). The intuition behind this is that the accumulation of work tires the worker, resulting in a drop in output on Friday. However, workers on piece-rates expand their output on Fridays (Oi, 2001) . A more robust and detailed examination of the correlation between worker morale and productivity is a potential avenue for further research. 15 The test for ρ =0 is not a standard test since the parameter restriction is on the boundary of the parameter space.
Under the null, the Wald test has a probability mass of 0.5 at zero and a 0.5 N(0,1) for positive values. However, likelihood ratio tests easily reject the null hypothesis that ρ =0 for all model specifications.
Other coefficients of interest
Previous research has highlighted how job satisfaction in Britain varies with individual and job related characteristics. To examine the robustness of previous findings, Table 5 shows the coefficients on some of these variables allowing for date of interview effects, and in general these remain consistent with previous work. Furthermore, the size and significance of these coefficients are robust to the exclusion of the calendar variables. 16 Results presented in Table 5 indicate that men report significantly lower levels of job satisfaction than women, and among men job satisfaction is lowest for those in their mid-40s. 17 No significant age effect is apparent for women. Job satisfaction is negatively related to education levels, which in the literature is typically explained by job expectations -the more highly qualified expect more out of a job.
The next variable indicates whether or not the respondent was away from his or her job in the previous week, the only measure of absence from work available in these data. The coefficients on this term are consistently negative and well-determined (especially among men) indicating that respondents who were away from work in the last week are less satisfied with their job, all things equal. Unfortunately we do not know the reason for worker absence, and it is likely that this reflects sickness rather than vacations, which may be endogenous. Our results are robust to the exclusion of this variable.
Female union members appear more dissatisfied in their work than union non-members, although no such effect emerges for men. 18 There is some evidence that, among men in particular, usual weekly hours have a negative impact on job satisfaction. Dissatisfaction with hours, however, has a much larger effect. Both under-and over-employment reduce satisfaction with the job, the coefficients are large, negative and well-determined. The coefficients are approximately twice the size on the over-employment variables than on the under-employment variables -working more hours than desired increases dissatisfaction with the job by more than working fewer hours than desired. 19 This is especially true among women working full-time.
Working for a small employer and having regular opportunities for promotion increase job satisfaction, consistent with previous research. 20 Workers on temporary rather than permanent contracts and men who work shifts rather than standard hours enjoy lower levels of job satisfaction. Men employed on fixed term contracts appear to enjoy higher levels of job satisfaction than permanent workers, all else equal. Interestingly we find that public sector workers (especially women) report higher levels of job satisfaction than those in the private sector. 21 The final group of variables in Table 5 focus on the domestic division of labour, and in particular capture whether the respondent is mainly responsible for the shopping, cooking, childcare, ironing and cleaning in their household. The coefficients on these variables are small and poorly determined, and it therefore appears that home and family care responsibilities do not impinge upon satisfaction from paid employment. Table 6 presents the results from the within-group regression analyses where the dependent variable is the respondents' GHQ scores. These take values ranging from 0 to 36, where high scores correspond to low levels of mental well-being (high levels of stress) and low scores correspond to high levels of well-being (low levels of stress). These regressions have been estimated separately for men and women. We have also estimated separate regressions for all individuals of working age and for the subset of full-time workers as we might expect any day of the week variations in mental well-being to be more pronounced among full-time workers. 22 As 19 Böheim and Taylor (2002) analyse the determinants of and persistence in under-and over-employment in Britain. 20 Idson (1990) explains the finding of greater levels of job satisfaction among workers at small establishments in terms of the inflexible work environment present in large establishments. The author presents evidence showing that workers in large establishments have significantly lower levels of freedom concerning what type of work they do and how they do it, and face significantly greater rigidity with regards to hours and days of work. 21 We define public sector workers as those working in education, health, fire and police services and local or central government (excluding the armed forces). This is not necessarily inconsistent with Gardner and Oswald (1999) who report that job satisfaction among public sector workers fell over the 1990s relative to that of private sector workers. We do not test this explicitly. 22 The models for full-time workers only are also estimated using a two-step procedure. In these regressions, however, the selection equation takes the value 1 if a respondent is interviewed in at least two years and is in full-before, the covariates in Table 6 focus on the impact on mental well-being of being interviewed on a Monday, Friday, Saturday or Sunday relative to Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday. This allows us to test the null hypothesis that well-being varies systematically according to the day on which the respondent is interviewed.
Mental well-being
The first column of Table 6 , focusing on men and women of working age, reveals that being interviewed on a Friday has a negative impact on GHQ scores (statistically significant at the 6% level). That is, respondents interviewed on a Friday report lower levels of stress than those interviewed Tuesday through Thursday, all else equal, consistent with our hypothesis that individuals well-being varies on a day to day basis. The coefficient, at -0.1033, is equivalent to a reduction in an individual's GHQ score of about 1% at the mean. Although the coefficients on the other day of interview controls are not statistically significant, the importance of controlling for the day of the week on which respondents are interviewed is highlighted by the joint significance of the coefficients. The second column of Table 6 focuses on men and women in full-time work. This reveals that the coefficients on the Friday and Saturday terms are smaller (more negative) for full-time employees than all working age individuals, implying that full-time workers report a larger reduction in their stress levels than other individuals when interviewed at a weekend relative to mid-week. Again, these results are consistent with our null hypotheses.
However, the statistical significance of these coefficients is marginal (significant at the 8% and 10% level respectively, and jointly significant at the 11% level).
Among men of working age, no significant relationships between the day on which an interview takes place and mental well-being emerge. The coefficients are not statistically significant either individually or jointly. There is some evidence of a weekend effect among men working fulltime, again suggesting that Friday and weekends are associated with lower stress levels than the mid-week period. However, the statistical significance of these effects are, at best, marginal.
Among working age women, the day of interview has much clearer impacts on mental wellbeing. Women interviewed on a Friday report lower stress levels than those interviewed mid-
week. The coefficient is negative and statistically significant at the 8% level, reducing the GHQ time employment in at least two years, and takes the value 0 if only interviewed once, or is not in full-time work at score by 0.14 points (about 1.1% at the sample means). However, women interviewed on a Sunday report higher levels of stress than those interviewed in mid-week. The coefficient is relatively large and well-determined (significant at the 3% level), suggesting an increase in stress levels of 0.29 GHQ points (about 2.5%). The analogous coefficient for women working full-time is smaller and poorly determined, suggesting that these higher levels of stress are not caused by the return to work. The coefficients on the day of interview terms are jointly significant among all women of working age, but are not important determinants of well-being among women working full-time. Table 7 presents estimates on covariates that previous research has shown to be important determinants of mental well-being, as well as on several variables that have not previously been included in such work. Again, we find that our results generally support the conclusions of previous research. Consistent with the literature, the unemployed suffer higher levels of mental stress than those in work or economically inactive. Entering unemployment increases stress levels among men by 0.6 GHQ points (about 6% at the sample means). 23 Marriage is associated with a reduction in stress levels, by almost 1 GHQ point among men (about 10%). Our results also suggest that those employed on fixed term contracts enjoy lower levels of stress than permanent workers. This effect is particularly pronounced among women, reducing GHQ scores by almost 0.7 points (6% at the sample means) relative to permanent workers. Female temporary workers also enjoy lower stress levels, although the size of this effect is smaller.
Other coefficients of interest
We find that employed men and women who were absent from work in the previous week report higher levels of mental stress, increasing GHQ scores by about 1.1 point (11% at the sample means). The next four variables, measuring perceived recent changes and expected future changes in financial well-being, have not before been used in explaining mental well-being least twice. The results from this reduced form selection equation are reported in Appendix Table A1 . 23 Clark et al (2001) provide a summary of the literature relating unemployment to lower mental well-being across countries and data sets.
scores. 24 Our results suggest that this is an important oversight in the literature, as they have large and well-determined impacts on GHQ scores. Men and women who expect their financial situation to improve in the coming year report lower GHQ scores than those expecting no change. This effect is largest among full-time workers, reducing GHQ scores by about 0.35 points. Men and women expecting their financial situation to deteriorate suffer higher levels of mental distress (by 0.55 points, or about 5% at the sample means). Men and women who perceive an improvement in their financial situation over the previous 12 months report lower levels of mental distress than those whose situation has not changed (by 0.5 GHQ points).
However, the largest impact on GHQ scores comes from experiencing a worsening financial situation over the past 12 months. This increases individuals' GHQ scores by about 1.3 points relative to those who have experienced no change. This effect is large, representing an increase in stress levels of about 12% at the sample means, and is twice as large as the unemployment effect.
This would suggest perceived financial losses contribute more to low levels of mental well-being than becoming unemployed. 25 The difference in the relative sizes of the effect of an improving and deteriorating financial position is consistent with Tversky and Kahneman (1991) who find that in the financial domain, individuals value modest losses roughly twice as much as equal sized gains. As Rabin (1998) points out, this effect is also implied by a concave utility function that is typically used by economists as an explanation for risk aversion.
The final set of coefficients relate to the domestic division of labour, and suggest that home and family care responsibilities have little impact on mental well-being, all else equal, even among full-time workers. We might expect individuals who have both domestic and labour market responsibilities to suffer from greater levels of mental distress, but these data suggest that this is not the case. 26 24 These variables are created from the responses to the following questions: "Would you say that you yourself are better off or worse off financially than you were a year ago? Looking ahead, how do you think you will be financially a year from now, will you be better off, worse off, or about the same? 25 Note that we control for current household income in these specifications, so these variables are capturing perceived changes in financial situation rather than the actual change. 26 This finding is robust to entering the number of domestic responsibilities rather than each responsibility individually.
From these results, we can conclude that although the day of the week on which a respondent is interviewed has significant impacts on individuals' levels of mental distress and reported job satisfaction, these do not invalidate the main findings of previous research. We find, however, that recent perceived changes and expected future changes in financial well-being have large and well-determined impacts on GHQ scores while hours constraints, especially over-employment, reduce satisfaction with the job.
Summary and conclusions
Evidence presented in this paper confirms that self-reported levels of job satisfaction and levels of mental distress systematically vary according to the day of the week on which respondents are interviewed. These day of interview effects are particularly pronounced for levels of mental distress among women, and emerge even when holding a wide range of individual, household, and job related characteristics constant, and eliminating any unobserved time invariant, individual specific effects.
In particular, our results suggest that men and women interviewed on Friday report higher levels of job satisfaction and lower levels of mental stress than those interviewed in the middle of the week. As well as providing important evidence on the psychological well being of individuals and how this varies through the week, these results suggest that any analyses of job satisfaction or subjective well-being which do not explicitly allow for such effects should be treated with caution. While a comparison of our results with previous findings suggests that the main conclusions are robust to the inclusion of the day of interview controls, we highlight other important determinants of job satisfaction and subjective well-being that have not previously been identified in the literature. In particular, our results suggest that over-employment has the largest negative effect on job satisfaction among both male and female workers in Britain, while a deteriorating financial situation has a large negative impact on mental well-being. Therefore financial hardship has both psychological and material consequences for individuals. Table 1 : Mean overall job satisfaction scores by year of interview, BHPS 1991-2000 Year 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1997 Notes: a Dependent variable takes value 1 if respondent is interviewed in at least two years of the BHPS, and 0 otherwise. b Dependent variable takes value 1 if respondent is in employment in at least two years of the BHPS, and 0 otherwise. Absolute robust t-statistics in parentheses.
Tables:
